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been “ viewed unequally,” as a scientific writer expresses it, and 
that there is a marked fallacy in this otherwise admirable argu¬ 
ment. 

We have only considered one of the many interesting questions 
discussed by Dr. Jacoby. His work is of especial interest to phy¬ 
sicians, and we therefore commend it to their attention as con¬ 
taining a vast amount of valuable information from which the 
author has constructed theories of the most striking, but at the 
same time apparently well-founded character. 

Cerebral hyperaemia : does it exist ? A consideration 
of some views of Dr. William A. Hammond. By C. B. Buckley, 
B.A., M.D., formerly Superintendent of Haydock Lodge Asylum, 
England. New York : G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1882. 

We were at first somewhat surprised that the Messrs. Putnam 
should have been instrumental in giving to the public a work 
which is nothing, unless it be a virulent attack on a gentleman 
with whom they are on terms of personal friendship, as well as 
being the publishers of several of his books, among them, by the 
way, the very one against which and its author Dr. Buckley has 
leveled his artillery of invective and misrepresentation. When, 
however, we were informed that they had at once submitted the 
manuscript, with the concurrence of Dr. Buckley’s agent, to Dr. 
Hammond for his opinion, and that he had returned it with the 
report that “there was nothing in it of any consequence ; that, to 
be sure, it was abusive, but that so far as he was concerned, he 
did not care whether they published it or not," we came to the 
conclusion that Dr. Hammond was either “ spoiling for a fight,” 
like the gentleman at the Irish fair, who had been long waiting 
for some one to tread on the tail of his coat, or that he held Dr. 
Buckley’s views of himself and the subject of cerebral hypersemia 
as of no importance one way or the other. 

It is scarcely worth our while to discuss the matter from Dr. 
Buckley’s standpoint, but there are one or two things about his 
book which strike us very unpleasantly. He constantly misquotes 
Dr. Hammond ; he misinterprets his words, and this in matters 
about which there can be no mistake ; and he draws conclusions 
from what Dr. Hammond says which the text does not warrant. 
In the first place, he takes the unwarrantable liberty of italicizing 
Dr. Hammond’s words to suit his own ideas. He thus lays stress 
on expressions to which Dr. Hammond does not attribute any 
special significance. This is certainly not in accordance with the 
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canons (not “ cannons,” as Dr. Buckley spells the word repeat¬ 
edly) of fair criticism. 

On page n, and again on page 103, Dr. Buckley says that Dr. 
Hammond states of a certain patient that he was permanently 
and completely cured after ten days’ treatment (p. n), indeed 
“ completely restored ” (p. 103). 

These are entirely incorrect statements for which there is not 
the slightest justification, for Dr. Hammond never said any thing 
of the kind. What he did say of the patient was as follows 
(“Diseases of the Nervous System,” seventh edition, page 177): 
“ At the end of ten days he had lost his diplopia, the pupil of the 
right eye had regained its natural diameter and irritability, and 
the vertigo and headache had notably diminished. The treatment 
was continued, and at the end of a month he had recovered the 
sensibility and power on the paralyzed side to such an extent, and 
had improved so much in other respects, that I advised him to 
take a short journey. He was absent two weeks, during which 
time he continued to take the pills as before, and on his return 
was to all appearance well. He has since remained in excellent 
health.” 

We do not see that unfair criticism could go farther than has 
Dr. Buckley in his reference to this passage, in distorting and fal¬ 
sifying Dr. Hammond’s meaning. 

Then, on page 127, Dr. Buckley endeavors to make it appear that 
Dr. Hammond contradicts himself relative to the causes and treat¬ 
ment of cerebral hyperaemia. Says Dr. B. : “For we will find in 
the list recommended for treatment such powerful heart tonics 
and nerve tonics as arsenic, strychnia, iron, phosphorus, and qui¬ 
nine—all of which it will be remembered were in that terrible 
‘ Cannon No. 7 ’ in Morbid Anatomy ; and the deleterious ef¬ 
fects of which were given as the proofs—indeed, almost the only 
proof of the existence of the malady.” 

Now in turning to what Dr. Buckley is pleased to call “that 
terrible ‘ cannon ’ No. 7,” on page 84 of Dr. Hammond’s “ Cerebral 
Hyperaemia,” we find that arsenic is not included in the list of 
substances capable of causing the disease; but is, on the authority 
of De Lisle (Du ttaitement de la congestion cerebrale, etc., par 
1 ’ acide arsenieux, Paris, 1877), confirmed by Dr. Hammond’s 
own experience (“Cerebral Hyperaemia,” p. 102), recommended in 
the treatment of cerebral congestion and hyperaemia. As to the 
strychnia, phosphorus, iron, and quinine, Dr. Hammond states 
on the same page that they are only to be given in cases of de¬ 
bility after the cerebral hyperaemia has disappeared. 
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But this is not all; Dr. Buckley has on several occasions de¬ 
liberately misquoted Dr. Hammond’s language by inserting words 
which Dr. Hammond did not use. He moreover, indulges in 
presonal abuse of Dr. Hammond to an extent which shows 
that there is probably some other motive actuating him than a 
mere desire to set the world right on the subject of cerebral 
hyperaemia. 

We are aware that it is a serious charge to make against a critic, 
that he alters the language of the author he criticises, to suit his 
own arguments. It, in fact, amounts to an allegation of forgery ; 
for although, probably, as there is no money value involved, the law 
would not take hold of an offender, it is exactly on an equality, 
so far as morality goes, with altering any other paper to which a 
signature is appended. We may surely say that a writer who 
would commit such an act is not entitled to the slightest consider¬ 
ation from us or any other reviewer, and that no language we 
could apply to him would be too strong. We propose to demon¬ 
strate the fact of Dr. Buckley’s dishonesty, and then we shall dis¬ 
miss the further consideration of him and his book. 

On page 89 he says, speaking of Trousseau’s remarks relative 
to chlorosis : 

“ What more intelligible or forcible language could any writer 
use to insist on the proposition that chlorosis is primarily a ner¬ 
vous disease, and that the condition of the blood is a mere se¬ 
quence, than is herein expressed ? And yet Dr. Hammond, with 
characteristic modesty, informs us that he ‘ first pointed out this 
fact to the profession in 1868.’ What further proof need be 
adduced of his utter unreliability as a medical authority ; for, 
assuredly, if the old logical aphorism —Falsum in uno, falsum in 
omnibus —has any force in ordinary life, it must apply with much 
more vigor to the ordinary practice of medicine wherein so much 
deference is paid to prominent authorship ? ” 

As is perceived, Dr. Buckley makes use of the words (which he 
asserts are Dr. Hammond’s), “first pointed out this fact to the 
profession in 1868,” to accuse him of dishonesty in making a false 
claim, and to otherwise indulge in personal abuse. He also makes 
them the excuse for an elaborate though shallow argument to 
prove that Dr. Hammond has no right to the credit of first point¬ 
ing out that chlorosis is a disease of the nervous system. 

Now what will be thought of Dr. Buckley when we say that Dr. 
Hammond not only makes no such claim, but that he never used 
the words attributed to him, and contained in the above quotation 
from Dr. Buckley’s book ? 
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What can be thought but that Buckley has been guilty of a 
most impudent and barefaced attempt to deceive the public and 
to make capital for himself ? 

In his work on “ Cerebral Hyperaemia,” p. 54, we find the remarks 
of Dr. Hammond which Dr. Buckley pretends to quote in part. 
They are as follows : “ The affection known as chlorosis occasion¬ 
ally presents features similar in some respects to those of cerebral 
hyperaemia, and indeed there is reason to believe that the former 
is not only a disease of the nervous system, as I pointed out 
several years ago, 1 but is in no essential respect different from the 
latter.” 

There is here no claim to originality. Dr. Buckley has deliber¬ 
ately inserted the word “ first,” and has, moreover, altered Dr. 
Hammond’s language in other respects. It is a forgery pure and 
simple. 

Now turning to the original article, which was published as Dr. 
Hammond says several years ago, we find a paper by him in which 
he attempts to combat the generally received opinion that chlo¬ 
rosis is primarily a disease of the blood. He quotes several well- 
known authors who entertain this belief, among them Dr. Flint, 
and then proceeds to state his own opinion, to the effect that it is 
a disease of the nervous system. He then uses these unmistaka¬ 
ble words: 

“ In the enunciation of this opinion I claim nothing on the 
score of originality, and will presently bring forward the state¬ 
ments of other writers who have already promulgated it in a more 
or less modified form. I merely wish to present the view more 
connectedly and prominently than has yet been done, and to de¬ 
tail the particulars of several cases which point strongly toward 
its confirmation.” 

And then he quotes Becquerel and Rodier, and gives them the 
credit of having clearly announced, in 1844, that chlorosis has its 
“ seat and its point of departure in the nervous system.” 

“ Falsum in uno, falsurn in omnibus ,” quotes Dr. Buckley. We 
leave it to our readers to say, to whom the citation is more justly 
due, and whether the author of the book before us is not “ hoisted 
with his own petard.” 

Manuel de vivisections. Par le Dr. Charles Livon, pro¬ 
fessor suppliant d’ anatomie et de physiologie; avec figures 
intercalees dans le texte. Paris, 1882. 

1 “ Chlorosis, a Disease of the Nervous System.” Quarterly Journal of 
Psychological Medicine, July, 1868, p. 417. 




